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1 .Claims 1 and 7-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

In claim 1 , line 6, a comma should be inserted after "polymer". Claims 7 and 8 
are dependent on now cancelled claim 6 and this needs to be corrected. Also, claims 7 
and 8 call for the "PVP concentration" and it should be clear that the PVP is in fact the 
PVP KD90 set forth in claim 1 . See also claims 19-21 for the recitation of "PVP". Also, 
claims 22-26 call for a maleic anhydride additive that is not recited in claim 1 , and hence 
these claims fail to further limit claim 1 . If desired, the language can be changed to - 
further comprises— if an additional additive is to be claimed. Claim 10, line 2, it is 
unclear what "1/1 % to about 5/5%" means — is this 1 -5%? Claim 1 1 , the reference to 
the patent applications needs to be deleted and the exact lenses set forth therefor. The 
way the claim reads now, it would be very ambiguous as to exactly what lenses are 
encompassed. 

2.The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 49-51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
British Patent Application 2,078,760 in view of Morinaga et al (see Examples 1-3) 

British -760 is applied for reasons of record as set forth in paragraph 4 of the 
previous action, the primary reference teaching the basic claimed package lacking a 
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disclosure of the surface roughness of the package. Morinaga et al teaches that molds 
to make plastic parts with an attractive appearance and excellent feel— ie, 
smoothness — would have average surface roughness values of .5 to 2.0 microns, so 
that the products made therefrom would also have this roughness. It is submitted that 
the instant surface roughness is within the purview of the art in making plastic parts as 
taught in Morinaga et al and that one of ordinary skill in the art would have found such 
an obvious surface roughness for the package of British -760 to impart to same an 
attractive and smooth appearance. 

3. Claims 1 and 7-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Japanese document 52-93398 in view of Neefe (see col. 2, lines 36-41 ) essentially 
for reasons of record as set forth in paragraph 5 of the last office action with these 
additional comments. 

While it is noted that Japanese -398 does not disclose a particular molecular 
weight for the PVP, it is submitted that such would have been well within the skill level 
of the art. One of ordinary skill in the art knows that typical molecular weights for 
various polymers and to employ a conventional molecular weight polymer is surely 
obvious. 

4. Claims 15-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Japanese document 52-93398 in view of Neefe (see col. 2, lines 36-41) and Morinaga 
et al (see Examples 1-3). 

Japanese -398 and Neefe are applied for reasons of record, the references 
disclosing the basic claimed package lacking essentially the surface roughness of the 
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package. Morinaga et al is applied for reasons of record as set forth in paragraph 2, 
supra, the reference teaching plastic molded parts with the instant roughness. Based 
on the teachings of Morinaga et al, it would have been obvious to have made the 
package of British -760 with such a roughness to impart to the package an attractive 
and smooth appearance. 

5.Applicant's arguments with respect to the claims have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

In view of the amendment to claim 1 , the 1 02 rejection on claims 1 and 11-14 has 
been dropped. However, it is believed that a valid 103 rejection exists against all the 
claims. Applicant insists that British -760 does not roughen the surface of the container. 
However, as disclosed by Morinaga et al, the instant surface roughness is well within 
the purview of the art and would have been an obvious "as-molded" roughness for the 
container of British -760 — ie, no surface roughening would be necessary. Clearly, the 
surface roughness of a molded plastic product depends on the surface roughness of the 
mold and Morinaga et al teaches that the instant surface roughness is conventional in 
the art when making plastic parts that look good and are fairly smooth, but do not 
require optical smoothness. It is maintained that the instant surface roughness would 
have been obvious in either of British -760 or Japanese -398 when taken in conjunction 
with the disclosure of Morinaga et al. 

It should be noted that Neefe is only being applied to show the different methods 
by which an additive would be compounded in an article, nit the particular article or 
additive. It is submitted that based on the teaching of Neefe, one of ordinary skill in the 
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art would have found it obvious to have compounded the PVP additive in Japanese - 
398, in lieu of simply forming a layer on the surface as disclosed in Japanese -398. 

6.Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Mathieu D. Vargot whose telephone number is 571 272- 
1211. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri from 9 to 6. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Christina Johnson, can be reached on 571 272-1 176. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



M. Vargot 
March 1 , 2009 



/Mathieu D. Vargot/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1791 



